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RAMSEY HOMES SECTION 106 REVIEW

• HUD has determined that this project is an undertaking and has delegated its Section 106 authority and
responsibilities to the City Housing Office.

• Historic Properties have been identified:

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES

The Ramsey Homes include four buildings with 15 units, built in by the federal government in1942 as housing for African
American defense workers. The four Ramsey Homes buildings were previously recorded as seven resources in 2006 in
anticipation of nominating the “Uptown/Parker-Gray Historic District” (DHR No. 100-0133) to the VLR and NRHP. Each
resource contributes to the VLR district listed in 2008 and the NRHP district listed in 2010. Historic American Building Survey
documentation for the Ramsey Homes (HABS VA-1511) was completed in December 2015 as part of this project.

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

One previously recorded archeological site has been recorded on the property; site 44AX0160 represents a probable Civil
War-era military barracks site that was investigated by Alexandria Archaeology in 1991. According to the DHR site record, the
resource has not been evaluated for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places.



SECTION 106 INITIATION AND IDENTIFICATION OF CONSULTING PARTIES

• On behalf of the City of Alexandria Office of Housing, Thunderbird Archeology formally initiated Section
106 coordination by contacting the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VA SHPO) and the
project owner (ARHA) on February 9, 2016. On this same date, Thunderbird invited fourteen (14) local,
state, and national governmental agencies and non-governmental groups to participate in the Section
106 process as consulting parties.

• On March 1, 2016, the DHR (VA SHPO) requested additional information and completion of a project
review form for the project, including contacts and general project information, HUD involvement,
project description, current and past land use, proposed redevelopment plans, proposed Area of
Potential Effect (APE), previously identified cultural resources, and methods for identifying consulting
parties and seeking public involvement. Thunderbird completed the review form, which was accepted by
the VA SHPO on March 18, 2016. On April 18, 2016, DHR responded requesting additional materials to
make an informed decision about the undertaking.

• As requested by ARHA, the VA SHPO, the City of Alexandria Office of Housing, and other consulting
parties, between March 18 and May 3, 2016, Thunderbird invited additional entities and individuals to
consult on the project including: The Mataponi Indian Tribe, the Pamunkey Indian Tribe, Eastern Band
of Cherokee Indians, National Public Housing Museum, the Parker-Gray District Board of Architectural
Review, fifteen (15) residents of the Ramsey Homes, various local civic organizations, and the owners
of fifty-six (56) properties located in the close vicinity of the project site. Thunderbird has also sent
follow-up letters to all of the agencies and groups that failed to respond to the initial invitation letters.



RAMSEY HOMES SECTION  106 TIMELINE

COMPLETED ITEMS
Feb. 9, 2016 Section 106 coordination initiated.
Feb. 9, 2016 Potential consulting parties contacted.
Mar. 18, 2016 DHR Project Review Form completed. 
Mar. 18-May 3, 2016 Additional potential consulting parties contacted 
Apr. 5, 2016 Draft Documentary Study and Archaeological Resource Assessment submitted to Alexandria Archaeology. 
June 6, 2016 First Ramsey Homes Section 106 Consulting Party meeting held. 
June 21, 2016 Alexandria Archaeology provided comments on Documentary Study and Archaeological Resource 

Assessment.
July 7-29 ,2016 Archaeological Evaluation (Phase I/II) field investigations conducted. 

SCHEDULED ITEMS
Sept. 22, 2016 Response to DHR comments on Project Review Form, Final Documentary Study and Archeological 

Resource Assessment submitted to DHR, consulting parties, and Alexandria Archaeology. 
Sept. 23, 2016 Phase I/II Archeological report submitted to DHR, consulting parties, and Alexandria Archaeology.
Oct. 19, 2016 Alexandria Archaeology, DHR, and consulting parties comment on all submissions.
Late Oct. 2016 (TBD) Potential Third Ramsey Homes Section 106 Consulting Party meeting held. 
Early Nov. 2016 Mitigation Plan and draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) prepared.
Late January, 2017 MOA executed.
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  BUILDING COMMUNITY 
PARTNERSHIPS 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Purpose: Section 106 Mitigation Measures Ramsey Homes Development Site 

Date/Time: November 29, 2016, 6:30 PM 

Location: Charles Houston Recreation Center – 901 Wythe Street, Alexandria, VA 

Attendees: Connie Staudinger (ARHA), Audrey Davis (Alexandria Black History Museum), J. Lance 
Mallamo (Historic Alexandria), Catherine Miliaras (City of Alexandria Planning & Zoning),  
Boyd Sipe (Thunderbird Archeology/Wetlands), Purvi Gandhi Irwin (Chair, Parker-Gray 
BAR), Leroy Battle (ARHA), Anthony Lowe, Al Cox (City of Alexandria Planning & Zoning), 
Eric Keeler (City of Alexandria Office of Housing), Roger Kirchen (Virginia Department of 
Historic Resources), Roy Priest (ARHA), Gail Rothrock (HAF, HARC), Seth Tinkham, 
Martha Harris, Penny Jones, Charles Ablard, Bill Hendrickson, McArthur Myers, Kendrick 
Meyers 

Attachments: Attachment 1 - Presentation, City of Alexandria 
  Attachment 2 - Presentation, Thunderbird Archeology, a division of Wetlands 
  Attachment 3 - Presentation, Alexandria Redevelopment and Housing Authority 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Eric Keeler opened the meeting by introducing himself and explaining that the Office of Housing has 
been delegated the authority to manage the Section 106 process on behalf of the responsible federal 
agency which is HUD.  He further informed the attendees that this was our third Section 106 meeting. 

Mr. Keeler presented a series of slides (see Attachment 1), which illustrated the prior nine-month 
history of the project, including recalling the City Council’s decision in approving the current 
development plan. 

Mr. Kirchen asked that someone describe the process the Council went through. Mr. Keeler stated that 
there were several Work Group Meetings that were open to the public as well as community meetings 
and public hearings to get public input.  Mr. Kirchen asked if there were meeting minutes available for 
those meetings.  Mr. Keeler confirmed that minutes were available.  Bill Hendrickson stated that it was 
his opinion that the Council’s decision did not result from consultation with the public. Mr. Keeler stated 
that Mr. Hendrickson’s view was a matter of interpretation. 

Connie Staudinger informed Mr. Kirchen and the attendees that the VHDLLC website [www.vhdllc.us] 
includes a full history of the proceedings and other relevant information on all of the iterations the 
development concept has taken to get to the current approved concept. 

Mr. Keeler continued his presentation with slides that illustrate the current architecture and elevations, 
along with photos for site context.  Finally, a slide was presented showing a list of public meetings held 
for the purpose of soliciting community input. 

http://www.vhdllc.us/
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The presentation continued with a representative of Thunderbird Archeology, Boyd Sipe, who reviewed 
the legal justification for the Section 106 process and offered the attached presentation (see 
Attachment 2) 

Mr. Kirchen asked if considerations were made to record findings under the existing buildings.  Mr. Sipe 
stated that data recovery would address those issues as a part of the demolition of the buildings.  He 
stated that they were not sure what was under the buildings, but assumed that any findings would be in 
the shallow soil strata within 20 inches in soil depth.  Mr. Sipe further stated that the Phase I and Phase 
II studies were required by the City and were performed in accordance with the City guidelines and the 
Section 106 obligations. 

Mr. Cox stated that the architecture is significant in illustrating the Modernist style, as was the use of 
early precast concrete (Fabcrete).   This was not shown on Mr. Sipe’s presentation but was documented 
in the completed documentary study (Thunderbird Archeology’s October 2016 History Report).  Mr. Cox 
stated both the cultural aspects as well as the historic architectural aspects of Ramsey Homes were well 
documented in the report.  Ms. Staudinger pointed out that the earlier reports noted that the buildings 
had been altered significantly from their as-built condition.  Mr. Cox disagreed with the findings in the 
report that concluded the buildings had been so far altered that they had lost their significance, and in 
his opinion the changes were limited to additions like shutters and a hipped roof, both easily reversable. 

Mr. Mallamo asked if there was evidence of a Revolutionary War Encampment.  Mr. Sipe stated that 
there was no evidence of an 18th century occupation of the site. 

Mr. Sipe then presented the ideas recommended by the Historic Alexandria Resources Commission 
(HARC) in a recent letter forwarded to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR).  Ms. 
Staudinger asked that all ideas offered be priced out and prioritized due to the limitations on the project 
budget.  Mr. Keeler stated that cost should be only one of several factors that should be considered and 
that we would discuss this further. 

Gail Rothrock stated that she believed the information in latest edition of the Thunderbird History 
Report to be a “game-changer,” and as such, we should reconsider saving at least one of the buildings.  
Mr. Kirchen responded that, while Thunderbird’s report stated that the buildings are individually eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, he would not interpret it as a “game-changer”.  He 
stated that there were no regulations that required saving such structures unless they are of national 
significance as determined by the National Park Service. 

Mr. Battle presented additional slides (see Attachment 3) which included mitigation alternatives being 
recommended by ARHA, including: community gardens to recall early uses of the site, incorporating the 
building foundation as a part of the open space design, and historical documentation displayed on 
historical markers. Mr. Sipe pointed out that the historic markers used at the James Bland development 
are the City standard and, in many cases, are the only items that are required for mitigation.  In addition, 
an example was provided illustrating historic mitigation at the University of Virginia, which provided for 
a decorative wall outlining a prior structure occupied by Catherine Foster, a freed African-American 
woman who lived near the University between 1833 and 1863.  Mr. Kirchen stated that he was familiar 
with this site at the University and that DHR was involved in the project. 



3 
 

Ms. Irwin stated that the buildings could be scanned and printed in a three dimensional form for 
mitigation.  Mr. Keeler reiterated additional ideas including: establishing an online database to include 
an oral history of the site, outlining the building footprint, including the use of bricks engraved with the 
names of people who lived at the site, walking tours, and way finding signage. 

Mr. Sipe suggested that by the next meeting we should have a catalog of ideas for mitigation shared by 
the Consulting Parties which would form some basis for a draft Memorandum of Agreement that would 
be forwarded to the Department of Historic Resources.  Mr. Keeler asked that ideas be submitted by the 
end of December 2016.  Mr. Sipe stated that he would send out letters to confirm the December 
deadline. [Note: The deadline was later revised to January 6, 2017 in a letter that went out to each of 
the Consulting Parties]. It was agreed that we should attempt to meet mid-January. 

Mr. Tinkham asked, if the open space and mitigation are not both resolved, how can we determine what 
we are mitigating?  Mr. Kirchen stated that he understood Mr. Tinkham’s concern in that we do not 
have a full understanding of what the impacts of the mitigation may be.  Mr. Kirchen stated that in other 
projects, there are design constraints and objectives whereby one could contain the impacts regarding 
height, setback, and even design review.  He stated that he does not like to have one process define the 
other, but they could go forward concurrently and added that there are always post-review discoveries 
whereby DHR may be required to reach a determination as to whether there was an impact that was not 
considered at first.   

Mr. Sipe stated that archeological monitoring was conducted on the James Bland site, but that none of 
the buildings were determined to be significant.  Ms. Irwin asked if a determination could be made to 
prevent demolition from taking place.  Mr. Kirchen stated, that it is not likely a determination that DHR 
would make.  He stated that the level of documentation that has been required by the City and 
produced by ARHA is more than DHR has required on other projects for Section 106 based on the 
analysis provided.  He stated we must have a balance between project needs, economics, and 
preservation.  DHR would not come back with a requirement that the buildings be preserved.  He stated 
that DHR is only acting in an advisory capacity.  If DHR made a recommendation and the City disagreed, 
it could go to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, but the Advisory Council’s decision would 
not be binding. 

Mr. Kirchen further added that the City should be commended for the number of meetings that have 
taken place, and cautioned that preservation is not a mandate of the Section 106 process.  He stated 
that his role is to police the process, but he is not an expert on the financial analysis and economics of 
the project. 

Ms. Irwin reiterated her opposition to the demolition of the buildings.  She also restated Mr. Cox’s 
comments that the hipped roof could be removed, along with the porches and shutters, to restore the 
buildings to their earlier appearance.  As a BAR member, she stated that we are losing something that is 
unique and, again, recommended saving a building as an option.  She stated that as BAR members 
appointed by the City Council, we believe preservation should be an option. 

Mr. Hendrickson stated that he never saw evidence that there was a thorough vetting for to why the 
building could not be saved.  He stated that he asked Council Member Justin Wilson, who responded 
that the HUD Disposition process would not support the renovation of a building.   
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Mr. Myers asked if we had considered moving one of the buildings and stated that he is concerned 
about the interpretive impact and structural impacts on the Watson Reading Room and the Black 
History Museum and asked if an in-kind contribution was an alternative. His concern now was to see 
how we can make this better for the community-at-large.   

Ms. Staudinger stated that as a result of input from the BAR, ARHA has moved the proposed building 
south twenty feet from Wythe Street so that it would not overwhelm the scale of the Watson Reading 
Room and Black History Museum. 

Mr. Priest stated that ARHA respects the decision that the City Council made and added that ARHA is 
carrying out the will of the public body.  ARHA exhaustively studied various mitigation options for nearly 
two years, and the Council made its decision which completely surprised all of us, but we accept their 
decision. 

Ms. Jones asked how we would make a decision on which mitigation options to accept going forward.  
Will we vote?  Mr. Keeler stated that we hope that we can get a consensus, but the decision ultimately 
rests with the City, ARHA and the State.  Mr. Priest stated that the development process established a 
$50,000 threshold in the approved development conditions. 

Ms. Jones again asked if there were any ideas on the list that were objectionable.  Mr. Tinkham stated 
that he has seen many disrespectful websites and that phone apps can quickly become obsolete if they 
are not maintained.   

Mr. Priest stated that we should come to an agreement on a range of options that are a meaningful 
manifestation of what we could do. 

Mr. Cox stated that he agreed, saving a portion of the existing walls and incorporating it into the current 
architecture would not be appropriate.  Ms. Irwin added that she agreed and was against “façade-
ctomy”.  She stated that a single façade of the building is insignificant.  Mr. Cox added that the shape of 
the proposed building was to recall the current rhythm of the existing buildings which contributed to the 
current “W” shaped building. 

Mr. Myers stated that having a list of the former residents would be helpful.  Ms. Staudinger responded 
the Wetlands had found some of those names and they could be reviewed in the report. 

Ms. Irwin stated that having something that preserved the volume [three-dimensional aspect] of the 
building would be desirable. 

Mr. Tinkham asked if there was consideration for creating an endowment for similar efforts going 
forward.  Mr. Cox responded that since Virginia Tech has a campus in town, perhaps there could be an 
endowment going forward by creating a relationship with the University.  Mr. Tinkham reinforced that 
the effort should be about more than just the building – that it should be about the history, about being 
black in this City, and many other things. 

Mr. Keeler stated that we would attempt to put costs to the mitigation suggestions as well as develop 
ways to vote and get additional ideas.  He then adjourned the meeting at 8:55 PM. 

 



MEETING SUMMARY 

Purpose:   Ramsey Homes Development, Section 106 

Meeting Date & Time:  September 15, 2016, 10:00 AM 

Location:   Charles Houston Center 

Attendees: Al Cox (City of Alexandria Planning & Zoning), Connie Staudinger 

(ARHA), Catherine Miliaras (City of Alexandria Planning & Zoning), Boyd 

Sipe (Thunderbird Archeology/Wetlands), Leroy Battle (ARHA), Eric 

Keeler (City of Alexandria Office of Housing), Gail Rothrock (HAF, HARC), 

Bill Hendrickson, Boyd Walker (Greater Alexandria Preservation 

Alliance), Ninette Sadusky, Elizabeth Jolly, Roger Kirchen, (Virginia 

Department of Historic Resources), Judy Noritake, Audrey Davis 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Mr. Keeler, with the Office of Housing, opened the meeting by introducing himself and stating that the 

Ramsey Homes project has been determined by HUD to be a federal undertaking and that HUD has 

delegated its authority in this matter to the City Office of Housing.   

The attendees were asked to introduce themselves.  Ms. Staudinger provided an update on the project 

and schedule.  There were a series of questions and comments as follows: 

Would HUD have to approve the Disposition before or after resolution of the Section 106 process?  It 

was stated that the Section 106 process would have to be completed before HUD would give final 

approval for the disposition. 

Ms. Sadusky stated that she felt that the current design was not an option that the community 

endorsed. 

Mr. Kirchen, stated that the state would like to see more of the proposed architecture. 

Ms. Noratacki stated that the community, city staff and Council work has been exhaustive and that Mr. 

Kirchen should be aware of that work. 

Ms. Staudinger added that the summary reviews and iterative studies were also extensive.  She 

informed the attendees that there would be an open house on the Ramsey open space on September 

22, 2016. 

A presentation was given on the current architecture using the exhibits submitted to the BAR.  In plan-

view, the architecture is in the form of a rectangular shaped building with a North/South orientation and 

three East-West wings giving it a “U” shape.  The design concept was endorsed by the ARHA Work 

Group, consisting of the Vice Mayor, Councilman Chapman, the Planning Commission Chair, and the 

Chair and Vice Chair of the ARHA Board of Commissioners.  The Planning Staff supported the layout due 

to the overall form and scale being more compatible with existing architecture prevalent throughout the 

Parker-Gray Historic District.  The color scheme for the 3/4-story building consists predominantly of red 



brick and grey cementitious siding with Juliette balconies, and metal sun shades for accent.  The BAR 

asked that ARHA restudy several elements including the sun shades and the pergola.   

Ms. Ault, provided a live orientation of the ARHA/Ramsey website with navigational insights for locating 

architectural drawings, history, and the events calendar.  It was suggested that the calendar reflect the 

dates and timelines provided in the introduction. 

Mr. Kirchen provided an overview of the Section 106 process.  He stated that there were a lot of 

misconceptions of the Section 106 process, its intent and role.  The Federal government created the 

process to protect historic property and considerations.  It does not state preservation in its mission, but 

only protection, and requires that we minimize or mitigate impacts.  HUD has delegated its authority to 

facilitate the Section 106 Process to the Office of Housing.  He further stated that the delegation is 

official and that the steps are clear: 

  Identify an undertaking that affects an historic property.   

 Consider the indirect effect on the surrounding area.   

 Once the area is determined, there shall be an effort to identify the impacts as it relates to 

archeological findings.  Critical questions include how does the demolition of contributing resources 

have an adverse effect and how does the redevelopment add positive impacts.  The undertaking 

includes both demolition and redevelopment. Effects of both should be explored.   

 The Agency directs the party to consider alternatives.  There is not a prescribed outcome to the 

negotiation.  The process will consider the attempts to minimize adverse effects; however,  some 

adverse effects are unavoidable in some cases.   

Mr. Kirchen stated that they try not to put a price tag on mitigation, but developers have contributed to 

a fund to support preservation of other structures or education.  Department of Historic Resources 

(DHR) will try to  stay away from monetization to have a reasonably proportionate benefit that is valued 

by the community. 

Mitigation should benefit the affected area.  Efforts to document the historic property is an act of 

mitigation.  Mr. Kirchen stated that mitigation is a negotiated outcome among interested parties.  A 

question was raised as to whether or not consultation could result in redesign.  Mr. Kirchen stated that 

redesign is outside of the scope of the 106 process and hopefully those considerations would have been 

resolved prior to the Section 106.   Certain design aspects or features could be included in the 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) as part of the mitigation. 

Ms. Sadusky asked who the signatory on the MOA is for the City.  Mr. Kirchen stated that the City 

Manager would sign the MOU along with the Consulting Parties. Mr. Sipe stated that if the Consulting 

Parties wish to sign the MOA, they must formally request that signatory authority be granted by the 

federal agency.  He also suggested that a letter be sent out to each Consulting Party to ask if they want 

to be a signing authority. 

Mr. Kirchen stated that the designated agency can make whatever decision it wants to make relative to 

mitigation because it bears the legal responsibility, as long as the prescribed process is adhered to in 

making the decision.  DHR is only an advisory and has no regulatory authority which rests with the 

delegated (Alexandria Office of Housing) or federal agency.  Under the regulations, only two signatures 



are required, the federal agency and DHR.  There are invited signatories that agree to uphold 

responsibilities such has ARHA.  The 4th class are concurring parties.  Concurring signatories cannot 

amend the agreement. Only required signatories or invited signatories can make changes.  If the 

concurring parties choose not to sign the agreement, it is still valid.  Mr. Kirchen stated that the City can 

move forward without the State’s sanction.  Mr. Kirchen stated that complainants can mount a legal 

challenge to the Section 106 process or appeal to the Advisory Council.  Mr. Kirchen also stated that 

adverse effects are allowed.  The law was not enacted to stop a project, but only to allow agencies to 

pause, assess, and mitigate adverse impacts. 

Mr. Sipe provided an overview of the Section 106 law, ARHA’s obligations, the status of the 

archeological findings and Historic Study.  He stated that most of the findings indicated that the 

substrata for the site outside of the building footprint is fairly disturbed from several inches down to 

approximately 2 feet.  The artifacts found thus far include civil war era artifacts, stoneware, bottles, and 

glass.  Wetlands is wrapping up the study which will be submitted to the City, State and Consulting 

Parties within the next several weeks.  Mr. Walker asked if the study would include an oral history.  Mr. 

Sipe stated that was done for James Bland, but they did not do it for Ramsey.  Mr. Sipe stated the 

identity of the residents was found to be classified.  Ms.  Sadusky mentioned that she went to the 

Suitland Federal Service Center to search for records on the earlier occupants. 

Mr. Kirchen was asked what recourse Alexandria Archeology has.  He stated that they could suggest that 

that a Resource Management Plan be prepared along with monitoring during the demolition. 

Ms. Noratake inquired as to when we will be able to have substantive discussion of the mitigation.  Mr. 

Kirchen replied the mitigation should be commensurate with the scale and impact of the adverse effect.  

As demolition is a point of no return, the mitigation should consist of more than a commemorative 

plaque.  Ms. Noratake asked that the HABS drawings be made available.  Ms. Staudinger agreed to send 

these to Ms. Noratake. 

Tentative Schedule of Events 

Oct. 19 – Alexandria Archeology, DHR and Consulting Parties comment on report 

Late Oct. 2016 – Potential 3rd Ramsey Homes 106 Meeting 

November 2016 Mitigation Plan and draft Memorandum of Agreement prepared 

January 2017 – MOA executed. 

 



MEETING SUMMARY 
 
Purpose:    Ramsey Homes Development, Section 106 
 
Meeting Date & Time:  June 6, 2016, 6:30 PM 
 
Location:    Alexandria City Hall, City Council Work Room 
 
Attendees: Al Cox(City of Alexandria Planning & Zoning), Connie Staudinger (ARHA), 

Catherine Miliaras (City of Alexandria Planning & Zoning),  Boyd Sipe 
(Thunderbird Archeology/Wetlands), Leroy Battle (ARHA), Karen DeVito, 
Katherine Dixon (AHAAC), Cheryl Malloy (Alive), Helen McIlvaine, (City 
of Alexandria Office of Housing), Karl Moritz (City of Alexandria Office of 
Housing), Eric Keeler (City of Alexandria Office of Housing), Roy Priest 
(ARHA), Gail Rothrock (HAF, HARC), Charles Ablard (HAF), Bill 
Hendrickson, McArthur Myers, Kendrick Meyers 

 
Minutes Prepared by:   Leroy Battle, ARHA 
 
Attachments:  Attachment 1 – Presentation, Thunderbird Archeology 
  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
The meeting was convened at 6:39 PM by Roy Priest who stated the purpose of the meeting was to 
inform the public of the Section 106 efforts to date and yet to occur, for the Ramsey Homes 
development proposal and to provide an overview of the federal regulations and legal requirements and 
each of ARHA’s and the City’s obligations and responsibilities pursuant to the Historic Preservation Act 
of 1965. 
 
Karl stated that we were here to discuss the Ramsey Homes Preferred Concept and the Alternate 
Concept, to be followed by a discussion on the Section 106 process and what will occur moving forward. 
 
Karl presented the Preferred Concept consisting of: 

1. Two buildings; 
2. 53 units with underground parking; 
3. The buildings are U in shape with one opening facing the alley and forming the entry to the 

garage and the other facing North Patrick Street and forming a courtyard. 
The massing perspectives demonstrated the neighborhood context and how the Preferred Concept 
would relate. 
 
The Alternate Concept was to preserve one of the existing buildings and build one new building with 52 
units.  The new building would include the following: 

1. 4 stories at the alley, with 3 story shoulders at Wythe, Pendleton and Patrick Streets; 
2. Underground parking; 
3. Recessed courtyards along North Patrick. 

Alternative uses of the preserved building considered were residential dwelling units and a day care. 
 
Graphics of the Alternate Concept elevations were presented along with the massing perspectives. 
 



Mr. Moritz turned the presentation over to Ms. McIlvaine who informed the attendees that because 
HUD no longer retains a person on staff to perform the Section 106 responsibilities, the Department of 
Housing will serve as a liaison with HUD and the State Department of Historic Resources.   
 
Ms. McIlvaine asked if there were any questions for Mr. Moritz.  Mr. Moritz was asked about the origin 
of the determination for 2 or 4 residential units proposed in the preserved building? Mr. Moritz stated 
that we had a meeting on the 26th of May with residents and one of the things that was learned was that 
the square footage in the existing building (2-bed unit) was limited and consisted of approximately 750 
SF for each of the 4 units in the buildings.  These are very Spartan plans and are much smaller than 
ARHA’s standards, thus the determination was made that converting the 4 units to 2 units would create 
larger, more livable units and was therefore more appropriate.   
 
A follow up question was asked as to how we should determine that the units are the right size and that 
we have the best program?  Mr. Priest stated that the units are in keeping with the current market 
standards and meet the current tax credit guidance to maximize the scoring. 
 
Ms. McIlvaine then introduced Boyd Sipe as ARHA’s consultant who would be leading the Section 106 
related archeological and historical study.  Mr. Sipe stated that he had sent out notifications to many in 
the room and stated for those who were not familiar with the process he would provide an overview of 
the Section 106 process.  He stated his professional credentials sharing that he has been an archeologist 
since 1985 and is currently working on behalf of Wetlands Solutions located in Gainesville, VA.  This has 
been his practice for the last 5 years.  He stated that the federal agency will expect the applicant to do 
the heavy lifting.  Mr. Sipe placed added emphasis on clarifying his role, who he was working for, and his 
relationship with and the various roles of ARHA, VHD LLC, and the State of Virginia Office of Historic 
Resources. 
 
Mr. Sipe presented a series of slides (see Attachment 1) indicating what has occurred to date and what 
is required to occur to satisfy the requirements of the Section 106 process.  
 
Boyd opened the floor to questions: 
 
Ms. Rothrock – As the Federal Agency makes the final decision, how does that square with the City 
Council’s decision in reversing the BAR Decision and granting the permit to demolish the building?  Mr. 
Sipe stated that if there was a determination that the adverse effect could not be mitigated, the project 
could not proceed with federal funding.  In addition, the project would have to get through the City’s 
entitlement process.  For example, even if the Section 106 was completed, the process would not be 
able to proceed without appropriate City approval. 
 
Mr. Sipe then moved to discuss the Ramsey Homes project.  HUD has determined that the project is a 
federal undertaking and has delegated its responsibility to the City Housing Office.  Mr. Sipe gave an 
overview of Ramsey and the Historic Preservation register as a part of the Uptown/Parker-Gay Historic 
District which is a Part of the Virginia Landmark Register and the National Register of Historic 
Preservation.  It does not matter that they are not individually eligible, but they are culturally relevant 
pursuant to the 2008 list in the Virginia Landmark Register and the NRHP district listed in 2010. 
 
Historic Documentation has been completed with copies to the Department of Historic Resources (DHR) 
Black History Museum. 
 



One archeological finding on the site 44AX0160 – represented a 1991 finding; however, there was no 
physical record and the entire site has not been investigated currently.  A documentary study was 
submitted to Alexandria Archeology and Thunderbird is expecting comments soon to identify any 
additional resources and the prior finding. 
 
Questions: Ms. Rothrock asked why the public was not allowed to review the report before the public 
agency opines.  Mr. Sipe stated that this is the process and the public will have an opportunity to 
comment, and added that the state could require revisions if there were mistakes or omissions.   
 
Section 106 was initiated on Feb. 9, 2016 with notices to the City of Alexandria Office of Housing and the 
Department of Historic Resources.  On March 1, 2016, DHR requested additional information regarding 
the area of potential effect; what would be done to increase future involvement.  On April 18, 2016, 
DHR requested additional materials.  He added that we invited DHR to attend this meeting, but they 
declined due to staffing issues. 
 
Following the slide presentation and after answering questions raised by the attendees, the meeting 
concluded. 



 
 

November 29, 2016 
 
Mr. Roger Kirchen, Director 
Division of Review and Compliance 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
2811 Kensington Avenue 
Richmond, VA 23221 
 
Re:  Ramsey Homes, Alexandria VA Section 106 Review 
 
Dear Mr. Kirchen: 
 
The Historic Alexandria Foundation has participated in the City of Alexandria’s 
public review process for the Ramsey Homes project, and is a consulting party in the 
Section 106 review. The HAF has consistently taken the position that the Ramsey 
Homes are significant historic resources, and that they contribute to the character of 
the Parker Gray Historic District; moreover, that their presence is the physical 
embodiment of the story of African American housing during World War II. After the 
City Council and ARHA agreed to a Work Plan which was to consider the 
preservation of one or more of the existing buildings (in March 2016) HAF was 
dismayed at the political change of course when the Council voted on June 28, 2016 
to allow the demolition of all four buildings. 
 
Thus, reviewing the final consultant report of October 31, 2016, we are even more 
persuaded as to the architectural and social significance of these buildings, and note 
that the consultant found that they are individually eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places.  Because of this finding, we believe that Section 106 review by 
your office of this material should lead you to seek the opinion of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation.  The ACHP adopted an “Affordable Housing Policy” 
in 2006 which states as its first implementation  principle: 
“Rehabilitating historic properties to provide affordable housing is a sound historic 
preservation strategy.”  http://www.achp.gov/docs/fr7387.pdf 
 

http://www.achp.gov/docs/fr7387.pdf


The work of the City Council/ARHA work group last spring showed that the 
buildings could be renovated.  It is possible that one could be converted to two or 
three apartments, or that a use related to public housing, such as day care, could be 
found.  Because of the remarkable and advanced prefabricated structural system, it 
is possible that if a solution to preserve one or more buildings in place cannot be 
agreed to, one of the buildings could be moved to a nearby location.  Alternatively, a 
module of the building, such as one unit, could be moved, and interpreted within 
another building. 
 
In summary, it appears to us that the excellent documentation that has occurred  
should lead to a decision that consultation with the ACHP is necessary because these 
buildings could be saved and reused. 
 
Finally, if a building cannot be preserved in its entirety, or partially,  HAF would like 
to be on record as supporting the November 22, 2016 letter and recommendations 
of the Historic Alexandria Resources Commission (on which HAF has a 
representative). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Charles D. Ablard, and 
 
 

 
Gail C.  Rothrock 
On behalf of the Board of Trustees, Historic Alexandria Foundation 
 
Cc:   William Hendrickson, Chairman HARC 
 Lance Mallamo, Director, Office of Historic Alexandria 
 Al Cox, Historic Preservation Manager, Dept. of Planning and Zoning 
 Eric Keeler, Division Chief, Program Administration, Office of Housing 
 Morgan Delaney, President, Historic Alexandria Foundation 
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Mr. Boyd Sipe, M.A., RPA 

Thunderbird Archeology 

5300 Wellington Branch Drive, Suite 100 

Gainesville, Virginia 20155 

RE:  Ramsey Homes (City of Alexandria), Section 106 Consultation 

 DHR Project No. 2015-0558 

Dear Mr. Sipe: 

Thank you for the opportunity to present comments on proposed mitigation efforts for work at 

the Ramsey Homes site in Alexandria, Virginia. The Alexandria Archaeological Commission 

(AAC), as a consulting party, highlights the following comments and concerns. 

Project work at the Ramsey Homes site will result in the elimination of both tangible and 

intangible elements of the broader cultural landscape in Alexandria. In addition, the last 

consulting party meeting in November 2016 emphasized that the Alexandria Redevelopment and 

Housing Authority (ARHA) intends to undertake similar projects with similar impacts in the near 

future at other public housing sites throughout the city. As currently planned, ARHA will 

execute separate programmatic agreements (PAs) for each project site. Given that there are a 

number of similarities between the Ramsey Homes and other potential project sites throughout 

the city, AAC wishes to emphasize that individual PAs, individual impacts, and individual 

resources require individualized approaches to mitigation. At this time, then, we are commenting 

only on the Ramsey Homes with an exclusive eye towards mitigating adverse impacts on the 

multiple historic resources, viewsheds, and other cultural landscape features present at the 

project site. 

In that vein, we remain concerned by the current approach taken by ARHA, by delegation from 

the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, to propose, evaluate, and select 

mitigation methods in advance of finalized project plans and specifications. It is fundamentally 

impossible to mitigate fully the effects of a project when that project is not completely 

conceptualized. We wonder how one can fully analyze and understand the visual impact of 

planned buildings and open space when the design, location, and relationship of these are still 

uncertain. Recognizing that, in the process of concluding design proposals, it may nevertheless 

be valuable to have community input on potential mitigation activities for potential impacts, we 

offer the following suggestions. 



In general, we seek to propose mitigation activities that might address: 

 Psychosocial dimensions of the removal of the built environment; 

 Materiality of the project site; 

 Context and setting of new against old; and 

 Understanding of the full historical record of the site including its role in the Civil War, 

World War II, African American history, and as an example of modern architecture. 

Proposed Mitigation Activities 

 ARHA, Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Alexandria Office of Planning & 

Zoning, and Office of Historic Alexandria staff will meet with and provide homeowners in 

the Parker Grey Historic District information on local, statewide, and federal preservation 

incentives available. These meetings will be held annually for five years following the date 

demolition begins and all costs will be paid for by ARHA. 

 ARHA will provide a one-time payment $150,000 to a mutually acceptable citywide 

preservation nonprofit which shall solely control the disbursement of the funds (until they are 

fully expended) for the following uses: 

o Scholarships to an accredited college, university, or vocational program for former 

residents for coursework, technical certificates, or other organized program of study. 

All scholarships must fund activities exclusively related to historic preservation, 

cultural resource management, public history, public archaeology, traditional building 

methods, or the building arts and relevant trades or disciplines concentrating or the 

restoration, preservation, or reconstruction of building elements or methods. 

 ARHA staff with direct project management responsibilities for historic properties will 

attend and complete training in Section 106 as offered by the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation. This training must include Section 106 Essentials and Advanced Section 106 

Seminars at a minimum and be completed within the first year of the programmatic 

agreement. 

 ARHA will fund the cost of soliciting, organizing, recording, and transcribing at least 15 oral 

histories from past and present residents of the Ramsey Homes and larger Parker Grey 

community, documenting the lived experiences of citizens. Funding will be provided to the 

Office of Historic Alexandria. 

 ARHA will fund and undertake a variety of interpretive activities highlighting the various 

historical contexts of the project site including: 

o Creation of content for Office of Historic Alexandria website; this content should 

present a detailed chronology of the site in a way that is accessible to the public and 

include photographs and other illustrations of key architectural and archeological 

features; and 

o Creation of interpretive elements at the project site; these elements must be carefully 

sited and integrated within larger landscape planning efforts and must interpret the 

full history of the site. 



We look forward to continuing to discuss appropriate mitigation of the adverse effects this 

project will have, particularly as designs are finalized. In addition, we offer whatever assistance 

we can provide in ensuring that the programmatic agreement meets and exceeds the minimum 

standards established between HUD and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for PAs. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Seth Tinkham 

for the Alexandria Archaeological Commission (as consulting party) 

AAC Commission Member 

jeb 

cc Roger Kirchen, VADHR, Roger.Kirchen@dhr.virginia.gov 

 Lance Mallamo, Director, Office of Historic Alexandria, 

Lance.Mallamo@alexandriava.gov 

 Eric Keeler, Division Chief, Program Administration, Office of Housing, 

Eric.Keeler@alexandriava.gov 

 Al Cox, Historic Preservation Manager, Planning Department, 

Al.Cox@alexandriava.gov 

 Catherine Miliarus, Historic Preservation Office, Planning Department, 

Catherine.Miliaras@alexandriava.gov 

 Audrey Davis, Director, Alexandria Black History Museum, 

Audrey.Davis@alexandriava.gov 
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